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Abstract: Food safety inspections are a key health protection measure applied by governments
to prevent foodborne illness, yet they remain the subject of sustained criticism. These criticisms
include inconsistency and inadequacy of methods applied to inspection, and ineffectiveness in
preventing foodborne illness. Investigating the validity of these criticisms represent important areas
for further research. However, a defined construct around the meanings society attributes to food
safety inspection must first be established. Through critical examination of available literature,
this review identified meanings attributed to food safety inspection and explicates some of the key
elements that compose food safety inspection as a social construct. A total of 18 meanings were found
to be attributed to food safety inspection. Variation in meanings were found between consumers, food
business associates and food safety inspectors. For some, inspection meant a source of assurance, for
others a threat to fairness, while most view inspection as a product of resources and inspector training.
The meanings were then examined in light of common criticisms directed at food safety inspection,
to expound their influence in how food safety inspection is realized, shaped, and rationalized. This
review highlights the influence of sociological factors in defining food safety inspection.

Keywords: food safety; inspection; health protection; meaning attribution; constructionism;
consumer; food business associate; inspector; compliance

1. Introduction

Foodborne illness presents a significant public health challenge worldwide [1]. Quan-
tifying the impact of foodborne illness is difficult due to the varying effectiveness of
public health surveillance systems between countries, the influence of co-morbidities, the
uncertainty that comes with under-reporting and diagnosis, access to health care, and
the individual experience of illness [1,2]. The World Health Organization [3] estimates
600 million cases of foodborne illness were experienced worldwide in 2010, leading to an
estimated 420,000 deaths. While these figures represent imprecise estimates, they offer
some suggestions to how foodborne illness remains one of the leading causes of death
worldwide, particularly in developing nations.

To combat foodborne illness, many governments have introduced health protection
measures and food safety regulatory systems. Food safety inspection is a health protection
method employed by many food safety regulators worldwide [4]. Food safety inspection
can take various forms when applied at different stages of the food production system. In
some instances, the term inspection is synonymous with analysis or examination [5]. Here,
food safety inspection involves the direct analysis of a sample of food to establish details
on its composition, level of contamination or quality. This form of food safety inspection
is often applied where foods are being imported, or prior to foods entering a consumer
market [5]. More traditionally, food safety inspection involves assessment of food handling
practices and the condition of food production environments [6]. This style of inspection
is common to the food retail sector, but it can also be applied to food manufacturing and
primary production environments such as farms and slaughterhouses [7]. To undertake
this style of inspection, often inspectors will attend food production premises and apply
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observational and qualitative approaches to establish details on food handling practices in
place and determine whether these practices put food at risk of contamination [8].

The approach to undertaking food safety inspection also varies considerably between
jurisdictions. Some jurisdictions implement a framework of prescriptive food safety re-
quirements for food businesses, applying inspection as a means of measuring a food
businesses’ extent of compliance with those criteria [8]. This compliance-check approach is
often accompanied by an inspection checklist and a simplistic numerical scoring or grade
system [7,9]. These scoring systems can be weighted where more points are deducted for
some non-compliances over others, or can be designed to determine maximum scores that
can be achieved where some specific non-compliances are observed [10]. Where a scoring
system is applied, regulatory systems often prescribe actions to be taken by the regulator in
response to score ranges, such as enforcement, or ongoing inspection frequency [4,8,11].
Compliance-check systems may also be in place where the regulatory system includes
public disclosure of inspection results [10]. The compliance-check approach to food safety
inspection requires little autonomy and determination by inspectors as it generally pro-
vides binary options for compliance assessment and prescribes the actions to be taken by
regulators following their observations [6].

In contrast, food safety inspection can also be applied as a qualitative risk assessment.
This inspection approach is usually accompanied by food safety requirements that are broad,
outcome-focused food safety objectives [12]. Inspectors are often guided by established
risk assessment frameworks such as Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point planning
(HACCP), or other proprietary risk assessment frameworks in their examination of food
handling practices and conditions [12]. These systems require inspectors to apply autonomy
and professional judgement in the assessment process and place much of the responsibility
for determination of inspection results and subsequent regulatory actions with the inspector.

Although the two approaches to food safety inspection described here are distinct
extremes in their method and philosophy, inspection approaches applied by regulators
tend to fall into one of the countless positions on the continuum between them. Further
variation can be observed between jurisdictions and their regulatory systems in the way
food safety inspection is applied to prevent foodborne illness. For some jurisdictions such
as Counties and Local Governments in California [13], Ohio [14], Singapore [15], and across
the United Kingdom [16], food safety inspection is a means to establishing transparency and
driving market pressures by creating incentives for compliance via disclosure of inspection
scores or reports to the public [6,17]. However, disclosure of inspection results has been
shown insufficient to improve food safety standards when it is applied in isolation [18].
Traditionally, food safety inspection has been applied to identify and report food safety
deficiencies to food business operators to resolve, often within a specified timeframe. As
inspection is usually undertaken within a regulatory framework, compliance motivators
such as monetary penalties and other enforcement measures may also be determined and
initiated by inspection findings [6]. The primary distinction in how food safety inspection
is applied by regulators appears to be whether it is applied as a preventive measure or a
reactive measure.

While food safety inspection is a key health protection measure applied by govern-
ments to prevent foodborne illness, it is rarely applied in isolation of other measures and
remains the subject of sustained criticism. Key criticisms include inconsistency, ineffective-
ness in identifying and preventing foodborne illness, and inadequacy of methods applied
to inspection [6,12,19]. These criticisms represent important areas for further research,
yet in order for this to be holistic and significant, further depth must first be established
around how society views food safety inspection, and the meanings society attributes to
food safety inspection. Accordingly, these common criticisms may themselves be viewed
as social constructs, and be the subject of social interactions that lead to their identification
as problems [20].

Without a clear understanding of why food safety inspection has been adopted as a
key method of health protection, and what society expects food safety inspection to achieve,
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attempts to improve methods of inspection or measure the effectiveness of food safety
inspection will be less successful. Adopting such a perspective attempts to establish truths
on the basis of assumptions and ignores complex and critical social mechanisms that define,
shape and characterize food safety inspection. In absence of the understanding of the
meanings attributed to food safety inspection and its significance and interplay in society,
criteria for comparison and evaluation will remain incomplete. Hence, establishing the
meanings attributed to food safety inspection is an imperative pre-requisite to any further
significant research into food safety inspection and its effectiveness or method.

This review examined what food safety inspection means to society, what society
expects to gain from inspection, and determines whether the understanding and experience
of food safety inspection differs amongst those engaged in the process. It identified
the influences that shape these interpretations, particularly with regard to what these
groups believe inspection achieves, and how these groups shape these explanations of
causality. Hence, this review adopts a position reflective of social constructionism, whereby
meaning is deemed to be knowledge constructed by society through interpretation and
lived realities [21]. This applies an epistemological stance that knowledge is held in the
beliefs and interpretations of members of society and that these are realities, regardless of
their objectivity [22].

Through critical examination of available literature, this review sought to identify
meanings attributed to food safety inspection, and explicate some of the key elements that
compose food safety inspection as a social construct. The values, constructs and meanings
attributed to food safety inspection are then examined in light of common criticisms
directed at food safety inspection, to expound their influence in how food safety inspection
is realized, shaped and rationalized.

2. Materials and Methods

A search protocol was crafted using an adaptation of the SPIDER [23] search tool.
Some search terms were adopted from Cooke, Smith and Booth [23] while others were
identified through prior exploration of the literature. The search protocol was rationalized
to include only search terms relating to the phenomenon of interest and evaluation with the
intention to avoid any unnecessary limitation. The search terms used were “((“Food-safety-
inspection*” OR “Restaurant-Inspection*” OR “Hygiene-Inspection*” OR “Food-safety-
assessment*” OR “Food-safety-audit*”) AND (meaning OR view OR experience OR opinion
OR attitude OR perception OR belief OR feeling OR knowledge OR understanding))”. Some
minor modifications were made to the search terms where online databases imposed limits
on search terms.

Academic journal articles and grey literature were sought from six online databases:
ProQuest, Scopus, Informit, Medline (OVID), Science Direct (Elsevier), and Web of Science,
using the predefined search protocol to inform this review.

Inclusion criteria were formulated in extension of the search protocol and were applied
in two stages. Firstly, to the title and abstract screening phase where they guided inclusion
based on participant characteristics, focus characteristics, methodological characteristics,
and outcome and measure characteristics. Later, the criteria were applied to the full text
screening phase in a more judicious manner, particularly in examining articles on whether
they presented views or perceptions toward food safety inspection, whether those views or
perceptions were drawn directly from participants or the author, and whether those views
or perceptions are toward food safety inspection or attributes immediate to the construct.
While the majority of articles were excluded as they did not offer beliefs or perceptions
toward food safety inspection, some were excluded because the voices of respondents had
been lost where results had been homogenized, while others were excluded due to the
constriction of expression imposed on respondents by their survey design.
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3. Results

Of the 1062 results yielded from the search, 226 were removed as they were duplicates,
a further 650 articles were removed following title and abstract screening, and 158 articles
removed via full text screening using a documented four-point inclusion criteria. A total
of 28 articles deemed to meet the inclusion criteria have been used to inform this review
(Figure 1).

Figure 1. Review flow diagram.

This review identified six meanings that consumers attribute to food safety inspection,
five attributed by food business associates, and seven attributed by inspectors. These
meanings were drawn from the 28 articles used to inform the review. Figure 2 shows the
meanings that consumers, food business associates and food safety inspectors attribute to
food safety inspection, and the sources that each meaning was derived from. Some articles
contributed to understanding of only one meaning while other articles offered greater
versatility and breadth in the number of meanings they inform.
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Figure 2. Meanings and sources.

The meaning of inspection varies considerably between consumers, food business
associates, and food safety inspectors and given this division of views, the results are
presented grouped into those attributable to consumers, food business associates, and food
safety inspectors. To aid in the categorization and derivation of meanings identified in
this review, each meaning was examined for points of commonality and difference with
others. Figure 3 provides an overview of this analysis, depicting points of conceptual
convergence and divergence. In the analysis, each meaning was found to share a point
of commonality with at least one other meaning. This sharing of commonalities has been
referred to here as construct convergence. The categorization and ultimate determination
of category boundaries was established where points of variation between meanings were
found sufficient for them to be experienced or interpreted differently. These points of
variation are referred to here as construct divergence.
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Figure 3. Meanings and conceptual relationships.

3.1. Consumers
3.1.1. Inspection as a Matter of Importance

For consumers, food safety inspection is viewed as an important intervention for their
protection from consuming unsafe food [24,25]. While food safety inspection methods
and the extent of intervention varies considerably between jurisdictions, consumers have
reported a preference for inspections to be performed on a highly regular basis. In her
research, Worsfold [26] found the majority of consumers expected food safety inspection
to occur more than once per year, while Jones and Grimm [24] identified that 53% of
consumers felt that food safety inspections should be performed at food establishments 12
or more times per year. Dundes and Rajapaksa [27] found a similar consumer preference for
food safety inspection to be undertaken several times per year and be accompanied by other
food safety investigation methods such as microbiological analysis of food samples. Yet
while consumers nominate food safety inspection as a matter of importance and rationalize
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an intensive schedule by which this perceived important function should occur, the basis on
which consumers establish this sense of importance is less clear. Furthermore, the manner
by which consumers conceptualize a relationship between food safety inspection and their
protection from consuming unsafe food was found by the authors of this review to be
largely unchartered. Instead, the perception of importance of food safety inspection for
consumers may be due to how inspections respond to other needs and values beyond
protection such as assurance, duty, and trust [28]. This is discussed in detail below.

3.1.2. Inspection as an Assurance

Increasingly, in many jurisdictions food safety inspection systems have been designed
to disclose inspection results to consumers [28]. For some consumers, the disclosure system
is an important source of assurance that the establishment’s compliance with food safety
regulations meets their expectations and risk appetite [29]. However, reliance on disclosure
systems for assurance is not universal for all consumers. Assurance for consumers can
be drawn simply from the knowledge that food safety inspection is occurring [25]. Han
et al. [30] identified that in Chinese provinces where more food safety inspections in the
form of sample analysis had occurred, consumer perceptions of food safety were also
higher. Although the knowledge of inspection scores is necessary for some consumers to
derive assurance, for others assurance can be derived from knowing an inspection system
is in place [25,28]. Comparison of these different sources of assurance also highlights a
distinction in roles assumed by stakeholders, particularly with regards to decision making
and risk assessment.

3.1.3. Inspection as an Informant for Decisions

Food safety inspection can provide a source of information to consumers and other
stakeholders alike. How this information is presented is subject to the design of the
food safety regulatory system. For some jurisdictions, disclosure of inspection results is
performed by requiring signage at the food premises, while other jurisdictions publish
inspection results in print and digital media [24]. Although most consumers report not
using inspection results to inform their decision on where to dine, consumers present an
overwhelming desire to freely access food safety inspection reports [26,28,31]. In contrast,
Jones and Grimm [24] found that 62% of respondents in their study had made dining
decisions based on disclosed inspection results. For those consumers that regularly rely
on disclosed food safety inspection results, it is clear the responsibility of decision making
remains with them. However, for the consumers that do not rely on disclosed inspection
results, the basis or responsibility of decision-making lies elsewhere. For some consumers,
decision making is informed by other factors ahead of food safety results, such as concern
about pesticide residuals, adulterants and food additives [32]. For other consumers, the
role of decision making is viewed as a responsibility of the regulator. According to Dundes
and Rajapaksa [27], 71% of consumers preferred that the regulator determine whether
businesses provide safe food by allowing them to remain open, or closing premises that are
unsafe, in contrast with 29% of consumers opting to make their own decisions based on
disclosed inspection results.

3.1.4. Inspection as a Duty of Government

Food safety inspection is widely viewed by consumers not just as a role, but as a duty
of governments. The administration of food safety inspection preferred by consumers have
been found to be regular in-depth investigations throughout the year coupled with micro-
biological analysis of food samples [27]. Some consumers prefer even stronger intervention
measures including prohibition of some high risk foods and consideration of food safety
threats beyond microbiological contamination [27]. Consumers expect that inspections will
be performed without prior notice to the food business to ensure accuracy; they also seek
transparency and regularity of the process [28,29]. There remains little question that many
consumers are dissatisfied with the approaches, transparency and frequency of food safety
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inspections performed by governments, with their reports of skepticism on the effectiveness
and accuracy of these systems [28,29,32]. This situation highlights the disparity between
consumer expectations of a functional food safety inspection system and the government
resources available to deliver it.

3.1.5. Meaning of Inspection within a Deontological Ethical Conviction: Inspection as an
Administration of Justice

Consumer expectations also contribute to a broader perspective that governments
have a duty to protect consumers, that consumers have rights to protection from unsafe
food, and where food producers are seen to deviate from food safety standards, they not
only violate statute but violate a moral obligation to the consumer. Consumer tolerance
for food business non-compliance is considerably lower than that of inspectors and food
business operators [24,29,31,33]. Many consumers feel that governments are not strict
enough with enforcement following food safety inspections findings [29], and that the food
industry show a fearlessness toward the powers of regulators [28]. This view suggests that
consumers apply an ethical lens to food safety inspection that requires strict adherence
and compliance with rules and moral obligations, rather than evaluating right from wrong
based on the outcomes or intention of the actions as other stakeholders do. This epistemic
incongruence may be a force in determining the level of trust afforded to inspectors, food
businesses, and the food safety regulatory system by consumers.

3.1.6. Inspection Attributes as Antecedents to Trust: A Process Reticent in Inaccuracy,
Corruption and Manufactured Transparency to Some

Trust is positioned as a determinant of significance for all meanings attributed to
food safety inspection by consumers. Without trust, the utility of food safety inspection to
consumers is diminished. For consumers, the apportionment of trust toward food safety
inspection appears to vary, with some consumers expressing dismay and discontent to-
ward the methods applied for food safety inspection. Trustworthiness and transparency is
diminished for some consumers on the basis of announced inspections, giving opportunity
for food businesses to make adjustment and correction prior to inspection [28]. Other
consumers have expressed concern to the frequency of inspections, the aptitude of inspec-
tors, the translation of inspection findings into enforcement, and efficiency of food safety
inspection [28,29,32]. This may offer some explanation for the desire of consumers to have
access to food safety inspection reports, even though the reliance on food safety inspection
results for decision making varies between consumers. Furthermore, trust may be reflected
by consumer preferences in responsibilities for decision making following food safety
inspection. Consumers with a diminished trust in food safety inspection may be those
taking control of decision making in dining choice, while others demonstrate a willingness
to place trust in regulators to make decisions on their behalf. Overall, consumers express a
clear desire for transparency, strictness, regularity and access to information to strengthen
their trust in food safety inspection [28].

3.2. Food Business Associates

The perspectives attributed to food safety inspection by food business operators,
employees, and advocates, herein referred to as food business associates, differs markedly
from those of consumers.

3.2.1. Inspection as a Source of Guidance

For food business associates, food safety inspection presents a personal interaction
with food safety inspectors. The interaction can be transactional in nature, exchanging
knowledge and concession between food business associates and inspectors [34]. Inspection
can form a basis for meaningful discourse between food business associates and food
safety inspectors in methods for compliance and food safety requirements [34]. Food
business associates mostly view actions they take following food safety inspections as
enhancing the safety of their food, and the overall hygiene of their facilities [35]. For food
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business associates, inspection can act as a source of food safety guidance, education and
advocacy [34]. Isaacs et al. [36] found that food business associates saw inspection as
their first source for food safety advice. Where inspections are announced, food business
associates widely view these inspections as more opportune to establish a relationship
with the inspector, to make improvements to food handling practices, and derive better
understanding of the importance of food safety standards [37]. Yet while food business
associates see food safety inspections as a valuable source of guidance, they also stand to
experience negative consequences from food safety inspection. This is presented below.

3.2.2. Inspection as Threat to Fairness, Equality, Consistency

As with all regulatory activity, consequences stand for those found failing to comply.
Some food business associates report the difficulty of maintaining compliance where they
observe food safety requirements regularly changing [38]. Furthermore, differences in
opinion between inspectors can also mean inconsistent expectations and inconsistent focus
on particular food safety issues [38]. This can also lead to frustration and confusion for
food business associates where varying inspector interpretations have led to some food
business being permitted to undertake an activity, while other food businesses are not [34].
In contrast, Nevas, Kalenius, and Lundén [35] found 80.1% of food business associates
responding to their study felt that food businesses were met with equal demands of
regulators in the immediate geographical area. While failure to comply with statutory
requirements carries consequences, the consequences borne by food businesses from food
safety inspection are deeper reaching. These can include regulatory burden, financial costs
imposed by governments, and enduring what appear to be illogical regulatory interventions
devised to manufacture transparency for the benefit of governments [39]. Food business
associates also question fairness in the representation of food safety inspection results,
particularly where the assessment framework does not align with their own evaluation [40].
In these circumstances, however, some food business associates report that maintaining
a personalized relationship with inspectors can offer an opportunity to challenge and
negotiate over matters where they do not agree [34].

3.2.3. Inspection as a Foundation to Relationships

Some food business associates see food safety inspections as an opportunity to estab-
lish a personable relationship with the inspector [34]. By establishing a relationship with
inspectors, food business associates report that inspectors develop greater familiarity with
food production at the premises, can offer more prioritized assessment of non-compliance,
offer knowledge, advice, and expertise, adopt roles as an advocate for food business as-
sociates with other parties, share an understanding of collaboration, afford food business
associates more tolerance and flexibility in approaches to food production, allow food
business associates to explore cheaper alternatives to compliance, and accept the input of
food business associates when determining non-compliance and timeframes for rectifica-
tion [34]. Nevas, Kalenius and Lundén [35] also found that where inspectors have a greater
familiarity with food production processes at a premises, food business associates report an
increased sense of fairness and understanding of the non-compliances to be rectified. While
food business associates stand to benefit from establishing relationships, power remains
with the inspector. In recognizing this, food business associates report an intention not to
antagonize inspectors and accommodate them by allowing inspectors to feel like an expert
and by making concessions such as not challenging some judgements even though they
disagree [34].

3.2.4. Inspection as a Negotiation

Inspection can take the form of a negotiation where a fitting relationship has been
established with the inspector. To facilitate this exchange, some food business associates
report making concession and undertaking works prescribed by the inspector on some
occasions in order to negotiate more substantial items in the future [34]. For others, these
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negotiations take the form of alternative or non-conventional means to food business set-up
and production methods. Here, negotiation on alternative methods can lead to consid-
erable monetary savings and overcome financial barriers to commencing operation [34].
Negotiation may also occur between inspectors and food business associates where food
safety regulations introduce unnecessary complexity or illogical requirements for food
business operations.

3.2.5. Inspection as an Application of Abstract Ideals

A particular challenge presented by inspection for food business associates is the
apparent impracticality and irrelevance of food safety regulations. Food safety inspection
assesses their premises and practices against food safety requirements that food business
associates can view as abstract and reflecting ideals rather than realistic objectives. For
some food business associates, this deviation from dealing in experience and practicality
is acknowledged and endured, but for others it can lead to considerable expense, imprac-
ticality, and complication of food production systems [34,39]. This suggests a distinction
between how food business associates conceptualize safe food practices with inspectors,
preferring a pragmatic and tangible approach over abstract ideals. Food business associates
report discord with food safety regulations [34], and for some it gives rise to questioning
the knowledge of inspectors, particularly in comparison to their own food safety knowl-
edge [38]. This dichotomy of conceptualization may also explain why Ma et al. [41] found
that food business associates largely categorize the severity of non-compliance descriptions
differently to the design of a national inspection framework. The tension that arises from
the conceptual dissonance, coupled with factors such as perception of inspection inade-
quacy, inspector incompetency and inconsistency may contribute to some food business
associates questioning the need for government inspection at all [39].

3.3. Inspectors
3.3.1. Inspection as a Behavioral Intervention

For inspectors, food safety inspection can be viewed as a means of intervention to
motivate behavior change and promote safe food handling practices. These interventions
can be directed toward food business associates while undertaking an inspection or can
be targeted indirectly to influence market pressures and promote greater compliance via
disclosure of results to consumers. In their research, Almanza et al. [42] found that a
majority of inspectors felt disclosure of inspection results via the media would raise public
awareness of food safety and would increase compliance of food businesses. Similarly,
Newbold et al. [43] report inspector views that food safety inspection, coupled with public
disclosure of results and more assertive enforcement practices may motivate improvement
of food handling practices in food businesses. Other inspectors report more direct means
of intervention such as applying food safety inspection as an opportunity to educate and
inform food business operators of safe food handling practices [43]. These perspectives
of inspection as an intervention suggest that the purpose of inspection is to address non-
compliance of food businesses. The system being geared toward food businesses that are
non-compliant and that are viewed to present a higher risk of causing foodborne illness [36].

3.3.2. Inspection and Its Various Relationships with Risk

Risk is a concept that features regularly in the domain of food safety inspections. Yet
the conceptualization of risk and the way it is applied is not universal amongst inspectors
and regulatory authorities. For some inspectors, risk should form the basis for determining
which food premises are inspected and how regularly this occurs [4,43]. To some, the
frequency of inspection should be determined by risk calculated on food premises com-
pliance history [43]. Here, risk conceptualization is focused on patterns of observed food
handling behavior and compliance. For others, prioritizing premises for inspection with
a basis on risk may consider the capacity of food producers to manage their food safety
requirements inhouse, or may consider the number of persons potentially exposed to the
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food products [4]. This conceptualization of risk is focused on the reliability of internal
assurance systems and reproducibility, to control the likelihood of foodborne illness. While
a population-at-risk approach adopts a control of consequence, considering the extent of
impact should a food contamination event occur. Further to scheduling and prioritization
for inspections, risk can play a role in how an inspection is undertaken. Some inspectors
recount past performance of food premises influencing their strategies for conducting an
inspection, while others apply a risk based framework as a means of guiding their food
safety inspection procedure and approach [36].

3.3.3. Inspection as Collaboration

The approaches inspectors apply to food safety inspection suggests that inspection is
more than an observational reporting process to them. Like food business associates, inspec-
tors recognize inspection as a foundation for relationships with food business associates.
Inspectors describe cooperation of food business associates as a desired objective when
engaging in food safety inspection [44]. To foster this cooperation, inspectors will employ
empathy and work to establish a personable relationship with food business associates [44].
These collaborative approaches to inspection offer a platform for inspectors to administer
inspection as a means to immediate resolution of food safety issues. Some inspectors report
a preference to fix issues during the inspection, rather than cite the non-compliance in
their report [44]. For others, this approach is preferred because it allows them to take an
educational approach and assist food business associates in problem solving [34]. However,
the approach of collaborative problem solving is not always applied during inspections and
can depend on the willingness of food business associates to adopt a learning perspective,
and the extent to which inspectors trust that the food business associate will resolve the
issue [34]. These approaches can also cause internal conflict for inspectors, particularly
where inspectors strive to protect consumers with thoroughness and completeness in their
identification of issues that could lead to foodborne illness [4].

3.3.4. Inspection as a Multidimensional Evaluation

It is clear that to inspectors, food safety inspection involves more than determining
compliance of food production premises and procedures with food safety regulations.
Their evaluations may span dimensions such as relationships, trust, financial cost, and
reasonableness. To some, it involves an evaluation of trust that food business associates will
remedy non-compliances identified during the inspection [34]. For others, it can include
an evaluation of reasonableness as to the costs that the food business is likely to incur
in resolving non-compliances or meeting regulations [34]. Even the interpretation and
application of food safety requirements may be subject to inspector evaluation of specific
situations presented by food premises [34]. Accordingly Kaskela et al. [45] found that
most inspectors in their study felt that inspection grading systems should have a small to
moderate openness to interpretation. Yet as inspectors step beyond food safety regulations
and apply professional discretion in reaching their decisions, they may expose themselves
to challenges and disputes. For some inspectors, the reliance on regulatory systems and
defined inspection procedures can provide them a defendable position, particularly when
met with accusations of inconsistency, inequality, or inaccuracy [4].

3.3.5. Inspection as Communication

To avoid dispute and discrimination, inspectors report a careful and deliberate ap-
proach to their communication and representation of inspection findings. Inspectors
express that there are words they deem inappropriate for use in inspection reports [46].
These words may be inappropriate because they can have various interpretations, emotive
connotations, may be unclear to consumers where reports are being disclosed, or may
be misrepresentative [46]. Inspectors can also be challenged by standardized inspection
reporting systems, particularly because these systems can oversimplify their findings, can
lack detail and stifle expression, and again lead to misrepresentation [45]. Beyond the
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descriptive elements of inspection reports, inspectors also describe thoughtful ascription of
inspection scores or grades. While for some this is to avoid enforcement obligations [11],
others explain that they are mindful about what the grade could communicate to food
business associates and consumers [4]. This corresponds to inspectors regularly avoiding
extremes of grading systems, with intentions of communicating that premises are not with-
out issues but also not an immediate health risk [4]. Inspectors also reflect on the impact
grading systems can have as a communication method, identifying the limitations they
impose on expression and representations of their findings for consumers when making
dining decisions [47]. Although inspectors convey a desire to maintain expressiveness and
representativeness in their communications about inspections, other influences such as
resources and organizational structure may limit the extent that this can be achieved.

3.3.6. Inspection as a Product of Resources, Structure and Regulatory System

For inspectors, resourcing can impose significant limitations on what their inspections
achieve. Time is a constraint that leads some inspectors to adopt pragmatic approaches
when writing inspection reports. For some, this translates to prioritizing non-compliances
that are recorded in the inspection report and excluding those of lesser importance [46]. For
others, time limitations can mean they do not achieve their desired level of expressiveness
in writing their reports [46]. Constrained resources for inspectors may be a result of
political interests favoring economic growth and business development over regulatory
controls [4], but it may also result from poorly structured regulatory systems [48]. In his
testimony before the United States Senate, Dyckman [48] identified that the large number of
regulators involved in the United States’ food safety regulatory system was leading to costly
inefficiencies, while also creating gaps in the way food safety inspections were conducted,
their frequency, the regulations and enforcement applied, and duplication of effort between
agencies. Some inspectors believe that food safety inspections should be more thorough
and subject to regular auditing [49], yet the resources available to establish this standard
of rigor may be insufficient in many cases. This could present notable consequences for
inspectors as the nature of food safety regulations, statutes and constitutional rights in some
jurisdictions can expose their inspection findings to legal contest by food businesses [4].
Furthermore, constrained resources may also have an impact on the extent of training
inspectors are provided.

3.3.7. Inspection as a Product of Inspector Training and Experience

Training and experience can have an impact on inspectors’ feelings of proficiency
when inspecting and can shape their approaches to inspection. Training can predispose
inspection and reporting styles that inspectors adopt [47]. For some, a lack of adequate
training can lead to uncertainty and feelings of ineptitude in identifying foods that pose
a risk to consumers [32]. Some inspectors feel that further training in detection methods
and use of equipment to detect contaminated food is what they require to undertake their
role more effectively [32], yet for others, competence and skill in inspection comes from
other experiences in life. Experienced food safety inspectors recount how parenthood,
teaching and real-world experience has strengthened their proficiency as an inspector,
enriching their interpersonal skills and offering them more enlightened perspectives on the
broader context of inspection [44]. Their reflection on their development as an inspector
involves a transition from binary interpretations and rigid, system-driven decision making
to a position of flexibility, understanding, autonomy, and discretion [34,44]. Experience
in performing food safety inspection can also contribute to an inspector’s enlightenment
and mastery in the undertaking, shaping the approach that inspectors choose to adopt
while inspecting [36]. It is this transformational journey on a continuum of experience
and mastery that appears to influence how inspectors view and attribute meaning to food
safety inspection.
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4. Discussion

Finding the meanings attributed to food safety inspection and applying a sociological
lens is important as it offers the opportunity to explore what are society’s objectives and
expectations of food safety inspection. It is important also because it allows for exploration
of the social construction of problems, especially the criticisms often pitched at food safety
inspection. By acknowledging the meanings society attribute to food safety inspection, it
provides an opportunity to isolate values and constructs, allowing for inspection methods
to be analyzed both in their presence and their absence. Where values and constructs are
not isolated in this way, they present a chance that scientific rationality will be impeded by
their influence.

While the findings of this review have identified a number of meanings attributed
to food safety inspection, they also indicate that there are problems perceived with food
safety inspections by society. These problems evolve around concepts such as compliance,
and consistency in the application of food safety inspection. These problems are examined
below through the isolation, inclusion, and exclusion of these values and constructs.

4.1. Consistency
4.1.1. Consistency, Fairness, and Equality

A notable and common criticism of food safety inspection is that it lacks consistency.
Claims of inconsistency appear to relate primarily to the analysis of inspection findings and
the subsequent application of regulatory requirements [11,34,40,45,50–52]. Accordingly,
this leads food business associates to describe the inconsistency of inspection outcomes as
unfair and unreasonable, particularly with regard to their food business’ ability to compete
in the marketplace [34]. Such inconsistencies may have financial and practical implications
for food businesses, particularly where competitors are able to adopt simpler or cheaper
methods in their food production while others are not [34]. However, beyond these practical
implications, consistency is a concept that society appears to hold synonymous with values
of fairness and equality [40,45]. Where inconsistency is perceived, moral obligations to
uphold fairness and equality are also violated.

4.1.2. Methodological Incongruence

In order to avoid inconsistency of results or measurements in positivist research, it
is common practice to calibrate the instrument being used to take the measurement [53].
Food safety inspections are largely qualitative investigations, gathering data through obser-
vations, discourse, and document analysis [8]. Hence, rather than scientific or mechanical
instrumentation, it is the inspector that is positioned as the instrument of research [53,54].
Consequently, the nature of qualitative inquiry, the means of establishing the quality of
evidence, and the elements that are fundamental to establishing rigor in the research meth-
ods and findings differ considerably from those of quantitative research [55]. Concepts of
consistency, replicability and reliability are not immediately transferable into the domain of
qualitative research as it involves practices of interpretation rather than measurement [56].
Thus, the use of qualitative methods for undertaking food safety inspection preclude it
from producing consistent results. Pursuit of consistent, replicable results using qualitative
methods of inquiry is a methodological incongruence; the method of inquiry does not
match the evidence sought [56,57]. Instead, qualitative research is best appraised in terms
of trustworthiness, rather than in terms of reliability and replicability [58]. Trustworthiness
relies particularly on the credibility of the research; confidence in accurate interpretation
of data, largely as a product of methodological and procedural strength; consistency of
the method to the research goal and transparency of the process of interpretation, and the
believability rather than the consistency of the results [54,58,59].

4.1.3. Situational and Experiential Nuances

One of the inherent values of adopting a qualitative approach to inquiry is that it
identifies subtle situational and experiential nuances [60]. As such it can be expected
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that situational elements may influence the way inspectors apply inspection findings
and regulatory requirements differently between food businesses. As Buckley [34] heard
from inspectors, the variations of interpretation of food safety requirements between
inspectors are highly circumstantial. Furthermore, as familiarity with food businesses
for inspectors increases, food business associates report a greater sense of fairness of the
inspection findings [35]. This is supported by findings of Kovács et al. [61] where repeat
interaction between inspectors and food businesses result in inspection grade inflation.
These findings suggest that situational elements such as familiarity, relationships, and trust,
as well as compliance history of the food business, inspector perceptions and experience,
and judgement in the absence of clear procedures may be considered in the food safety
inspection and may lead to inconsistency of inspection results and in the application of
regulatory requirements [9,11].

4.1.4. Policy Implications of Consistency: Decoupling Concepts of Consistency

Although inconsistent inspection results may not fulfil society’s expectations for
maintaining fairness and equality, satisfying these values are unlikely to be antecedent to
preventing foodborne illness anyway. Upon examination in the absence of these societal
values, no clear causal links present between the inspection outcome of one food business
increasing the risk of foodborne illness at another food business, unless of course one is
a supplier of food products to the other. Yet while consistency of inspection outcomes
may not offer benefits in preventing foodborne illness, the consistency, and systematic
application of methods for undertaking food safety inspection may [9,62]. It is important,
however, that these two concepts of inconsistency be decoupled. Although they appear
to be held synonymous by society, repeatability and systematism of methods are a key
factor in food safety inspection resulting in prevention of foodborne illness [62], rather than
the inspection findings and application of requirements. Hence, the rigorous application
of qualitative research methods applied by food safety inspectors is an essential area for
future research.

4.2. Compliance
4.2.1. Virtue of Compliance

For consumers, there is a distinct relationship between violation of food safety re-
quirements and violation of moral obligations by food businesses. For some consumers,
tolerance for violations of food safety regulations is very low and is accompanied by feel-
ings that violations should be met with strict enforcement action [24,29,31,33]. It appears
that inspectors also carry a sense of how society values the concept of compliance, report-
ing that they manipulate inspection results to avoid enforcement actions and control their
messaging [4]. Goss [63] and Makofske [13] also observed these manipulations, but as a
benevolence amongst inspectors where inspection scores were often moved to a higher
grading when close to a margin between grade categories. Accordingly, compliance is a
concept that society seems to hold synonymous with virtuousness. Yet, the manner that
compliance is conceptualized by society and the links of causality may be overly simplistic.

4.2.2. Variables and Causality

Outbreaks of foodborne illness are influenced by more factors than compliance of a
food business at the time of inspection. Human error has been identified as a key factor
leading to incidents of foodborne illness [64]. While the compliance of a food business with
food safety regulations has been found to relate to a reduced likelihood of food produced
being microbially contaminated, and more generally to a reduced likelihood of causing
outbreak of foodborne illness [62], consideration must be given to the likelihood that a food
business may deviate from standard practices outside of inspection [65]. Hence, another
common criticism of food safety inspection is that it only provides a snapshot in time [19].
Accordingly, compliance at the time of inspection must not be considered in isolation, but



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 789 15 of 18

rather in conjunction with the ability of food businesses to maintain steady-state operations
and minimize human error in ongoing operations.

4.2.3. Policy Implications of Compliance: Truth before Virtue

In recognition of the wider influences on causation of foodborne illness, there are two
concepts that must be revisited. The first is that the level of compliance as established at
a food safety inspection should be considered as a general indicator, rather than impute
certainty that foodborne illness will ensue. Such an approach recognizes that causation
of foodborne illness extends beyond compliance and allows for food safety inspection to
be applied as a risk-based model, where likelihood may now form part of the analysis.
This transition from hazard focus to a risk focus demands that violation of food safety
regulations can no longer be considered analogous for violation of moral obligations. The
second concept is that the pursuit of virtuousness in the form of compliance must be
reoriented to a pursuit of truthfulness. By reorienting these priorities, inspectors may be
less inclined to manipulate inspection results, and intervention may be directed to food
businesses that present the greatest risk of causing foodborne illness.

4.3. Strengths and Limitations

There are limitations to this review, particularly spanning from the lack of studies that
directly capture beliefs and perceptions with regards to food safety inspection. Furthermore,
no articles captured by the literature search exclusively investigate meanings attributed
to food safety inspection directly, rather focusing on sub-elements such as views toward
food safety inspection frameworks, disclosure of inspection results and preferences in com-
munication style, methods applied to food safety regulation, or interpersonal interactions
during food safety inspections. Due acknowledgement is made that while great effort has
been expended to present these results in a balanced and faithful manner, as they have
been drawn from research pursuing alternative foci of inquiry, some contextual depth and
grounding may be foregone.

Despite these limitations, this review highlights the importance of identifying socio-
logical factors when undertaking research into food safety inspection. It identifies a distinct
limitation in the current body of knowledge surrounding food safety inspection, where val-
ues and logic are often left interlaced, and their dissension overlooked. The findings of this
review highlight the importance of further research into meanings attributed to food safety
inspection as a pre-requisite to more coherent research into food safety inspection methods.

5. Conclusions

Through critical examination of available literature, this review identified meanings
attributed to food safety inspection by consumers, food business associates, and inspectors.
Values, constructs, and meanings attributed to food safety inspection were then examined in
light of common problems ascribed to food safety inspection: consistency and compliance.
This examination demonstrated the influence of meanings, values, and constructs on
how food safety inspection is realized, shaped, and rationalized. While limitations were
encountered in the nature of the data available in the literature, this review highlights an
important area for further research. Furthermore, it demonstrates that establishing the
meanings attributed to food safety inspection is an imperative pre-requisite to any further
meaningful research into food safety inspection and its effectiveness and method. Hence,
by identifying and isolating values, constructs and meanings, food safety inspection can be
examined with scientific rationality and in a more competent and percipient manner.

Author Contributions: J.B. authored each draft of the manuscript. K.R. and J.S. reviewed the first
and second draft. H.W. reviewed the third draft. All authors have read and agreed to the published
version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 789 16 of 18

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Havelaar, A.H.; Kirk, M.D.; Torgerson, P.R.; Gibb, H.J.; Hald, T.; Lake, R.J.; Praet, N.; Bellinger, D.C.; de Silva, N.R.; Gargouri, N.;

et al. World Health Organization Global Estimates and Regional Comparisons of the Burden of Foodborne Disease in 2010. PLoS
Med. 2015, 12, e1001923. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Pires, S.M.; Desta, B.N.; Mughini-Gras, L.; Mmbaga, B.T.; Fayemi, O.E.; Salvador, E.M.; Gobena, T.; Majowicz, S.E.; Hald, T.;
Hoejskov, P.S.; et al. Burden of foodborne diseases: Think global, act local. Curr. Opin. Food Sci. 2021, 39, 152–159. [CrossRef]

3. World Health Organization. WHO Estimates of the Global Burden of Foodborne Diseases: Foodborne Disease Burden Epidemiology
Reference Group 2007–2015; World Health Organization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2015.

4. Borraz, O.; Beaussier, A.L.; Wesseling, M.; Demeritt, D.; Rothstein, H.; Hermans, M.; Huber, M.; Paul, R. Why regulators assess
risk differently: Regulatory style, business organization, and the varied practice of risk-based food safety inspections across the
EU. Regul. Gov. 2020, 14, 12320. [CrossRef]

5. Keener, K.M. Food regulations. In Handbook of Farm, Dairy and Food Machinery Engineering; Academic Press: London, UK, 2019;
pp. 15–44.

6. Griffith, C.J. Are we making the most of food safety inspections?: A glimpse into the future. Br. Food J. 2005, 107, 132–139.
[CrossRef]

7. Stadlmuller, L.; Matt, M.; Stuger, H.P.; Komericki-Strimitzer, T.; Jebousek, K.; Luttenfeldner, M.; Fuchs, K. An operational hygiene
inspection scoring system for Austrian high-risk companies producing food of animal origin. Food Control. 2017, 77, 121–130.
[CrossRef]

8. Yapp, C.; Fairman, R. Assessing compliance with food safety legislation in small businesses. Br. Food J. 2005, 107, 150–161.
[CrossRef]

9. Läikkö-Roto, T.; Mäkelä, S.; Lundén, J.; Heikkilä, J.; Nevas, M. Consistency in inspection processes of food control officials and
efficacy of official controls in restaurants in Finland. Food Control. 2015, 57, 341–350. [CrossRef]

10. Makofske, M.P. Disclosure policies in inspection programs: The role of specific deterrence. Econ. Lett. 2020, 196, 109533. [CrossRef]
11. Kettunen, K.; Pesonen, S.; Lundén, J.; Nevas, M. Consistency and risk-basis of using administrative enforcement measures in

local food control. Food Control 2018, 85, 199–211. [CrossRef]
12. Green, R.M.; Kane, K. The effective enforcement of HACCP based food safety management systems in the UK. Food Control 2014,

37, 257–262. [CrossRef]
13. Makofske, M.P. Mandatory disclosure, letter-grade systems, and corruption: The case of Los Angeles County restaurant

inspections. J. Econ. Behav. Organ. 2020, 172, 292–313. [CrossRef]
14. Choi, J.; Scharff, R.L. Effect of a publicly accessible disclosure system on food safety inspection scores in retail and food service

establishments. J. Food Prot. 2017, 80, 1188–1192. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
15. Aik, J.; Newall, A.T.; Ng, L.-C.; Kirk, M.D.; Heywood, A.E. Use of the letter-based grading information disclosure system and its

influence on dining establishment choice in Singapore: A cross-sectional study. Food Control 2018, 90, 105–112. [CrossRef]
16. Worsfold, D.; Worsfold, P.M. Scores on Doors: Hygiene disclosure schemes for consumers. Nutr. Food Sci. 2008, 38, 22–31.

[CrossRef]
17. Fielding, J.E.; Aguirre, A.; Palaiologos, E. Effectiveness of altered incentives in a food safety inspection program. Prev. Med. 2001,

32, 239–244. [CrossRef]
18. Kaskela, J.; Sund, R.; Lunden, J. Efficacy of disclosed food safety inspections in restaurants. Food Control 2021, 123, 107775.

[CrossRef]
19. Powell, D.A.; Erdozain, S.; Dodd, C.; Costa, R.; Morley, K.; Chapman, B.J. Audits and inspections are never enough: A critique to

enhance food safety. Food Control 2013, 30, 686–691. [CrossRef]
20. Spector, M. Constructing Social Problems; Transaction Publishers: New Brunswick, NJ, USA, 2001.
21. Crotty, M. The Foundations of Social Research:Meaning and Perspective in the Research Process; Allen & Unwin: St Leonards, NSW,

USA, 1998.
22. Berger, P.L. The Social Construction of Reality:A Treatise in the Sociology of Knowledge; Penguin: Harmondsworth, UK, 1971.
23. Cooke, A.; Smith, D.; Booth, A. Beyond PICO: The SPIDER Tool for Qualitative Evidence Synthesis. Qual. Health Res. 2012, 22,

1435–1443. [CrossRef]
24. Jones, T.F.; Grimm, K. Public knowledge and attitudes regarding public health inspections of restaurants. Am. J. Prev. Med. 2008,

34, 510–513. [CrossRef]
25. Tobin, D.; Thomson, J.; LaBorde, L. Consumer perceptions of produce safety: A study of Pennsylvania. Food Control 2012, 26,

305–312. [CrossRef]
26. Worsfold, D. Eating out: Consumer perceptions of food safety. Int. J. Environ. Health Res. 2006, 16, 219–229. [CrossRef]
27. Dundes, L.; Rajapaksa, S. Scores and grades: A sampling of how college students and food safety professionals interpret restaurant

inspection results. J. Environ. Health 2001, 64, 14–19. [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1001923
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26633896
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cofs.2021.01.006
http://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12320
http://doi.org/10.1108/00070700510586452
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2017.01.019
http://doi.org/10.1108/00070700510586470
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2015.03.053
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.econlet.2020.109533
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2017.09.023
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2013.09.016
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2020.02.022
http://doi.org/10.4315/0362-028X.JFP-16-293
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28621583
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2018.02.038
http://doi.org/10.1108/00346650810847981
http://doi.org/10.1006/pmed.2000.0796
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2020.107775
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2012.07.044
http://doi.org/10.1177/1049732312452938
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.amepre.2008.01.035
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2012.01.031
http://doi.org/10.1080/09603120600641417
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11764676


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 789 17 of 18

28. Devaney, L. Good governance? Perceptions of accountability, transparency and effectiveness in Irish food risk governance. Food
Policy 2016, 62, 1–10. [CrossRef]

29. Lee, L.E.; Niode, O.; Simonne, A.H.; Bruhn, C.M. Consumer perceptions on food safety in Asian and Mexican restaurants. Food
Control 2012, 26, 531–538. [CrossRef]

30. Han, G.; Yan, S.; Fan, B. Regional regulations and public safety perceptions of quality-of-life issues: Empirical study on food
safety in China. Healthcare 2020, 8, 275. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Kim, J.; Ma, J.; Almanza, B. Consumer Perception of the Food and Drug Administration’s Newest Recommended Food Facility
Inspection Format: Words Matter. J. Environ. Health 2017, 79, 20–25.

32. Liu, Z.; Zhang, G.; Zhang, X. Urban street foods in Shijiazhuang city, China: Current status, safety practices and risk mitigating
strategies. Food Control 2014, 41, 212–218. [CrossRef]

33. Kim, T.J.; Almanza, B.; Ma, J. Do restaurant managers, consumers, and inspectors have the same understanding of restaurant
inspections? J. Foodserv. Bus. Res. 2021. [CrossRef]

34. Buckley, J.A. Food safety regulation and small processing: A case study of interactions between processors and inspectors. Food
Policy 2015, 51, 74–82. [CrossRef]

35. Nevas, M.; Kalenius, S.; Lundén, J. Significance of official food control in food safety: Food business operators’ perceptions. Food
Control 2013, 31, 59–64. [CrossRef]

36. Isaacs, S.; Abernathy, T.; Hart, B.; Wilson, J. Public health inspectors in restaurants: What they do and why. Can. J. Public Health
1999, 90, 348–351. [CrossRef]

37. Reske, K.A.; Jenkins, T.; Fernandez, C.; VanAmber, D.; Hedberg, C.W. Beneficial effects of implementing an announced restaurant
inspection program. J. Environ. Health 2007, 69, 27–34. [PubMed]

38. Niode, O.; Bruhn, C.; Simonne, A.H. Insight into Asian and hispanic restaurant manager needs for safe food handling. Food
Control 2011, 22, 34–42. [CrossRef]

39. De Santa, R. Do your job, we’ll do ours. Supermark. Bus. 1997, 52, 7–10.
40. Kaskela, J.; Vainio, A.; Ollila, S.; Lunden, J. Food business operators’ opinions on disclosed food safety inspections and occurrence

of disagreements with inspector grading. Food Control 2019, 105, 248–255. [CrossRef]
41. Ma, J.P.; Kim, J.P.; Almanza, B.P.R.D. Restaurant Manager Perceptions of the Food and Drug Administration’s Newest Recom-

mended Food Facility Inspection Format: Training and Words Matter. J. Environ. Health 2019, 81, 8–14.
42. Almanza, B.A.; Nelson, D.C.; Lee, M.L. Food service health inspector’s opinions on the reporting of inspections in the media. J.

Environ. Health 2003, 65, 9–14. [PubMed]
43. Newbold, K.B.; McKeary, M.; Hart, R.; Hall, R. Restaurant Inspection Frequency and Food Safety Compliance. J. Environ. Health

2008, 71, 56–61.
44. Buckley, J. Interpersonal Skills in the Practice of Food Safety Inspections: A Study of. Compliance Assistance. J. Environ. Health

2016, 79, 8–12.
45. Kaskela, J.; Ollila, S.; Vainio, A.; Lunden, J. The perceived openness to interpretation of food inspection grading associates with

disagreements between inspectors and food business operators. Food Control 2021, 128, 108207. [CrossRef]
46. Choi, J.; Almanza, B. Health inspectors’ perceptions of the words used to describe violations. Food Prot. Trends 2012, 32, 26–33.
47. Ma, J.; Kim, J.; Almanza, B. Inspector Perceptions of the Food and Drug Administration’s Newest Recommended Food Facility

Inspection Format: Training Matters. J. Environ. Health 2017, 79, 26–31.
48. Dyckman, L.J. Food Safety: U.S. Needs A Single Agency to Administer A Unified, Risk-Based Inspection System; U.S. Government

Accountability Office: Washington, DC, USA, 1999.
49. Luukkanen, J.; Nevas, M.; Fredriksson-Ahomaa, M.; Lundén, J. Developing official control in slaughterhouses through internal

audits. Food Control 2018, 90, 344–351. [CrossRef]
50. Kettunen, K.; Nevas, M.; Lundén, J. Challenges in using administrative enforcement measures in local food control. Food Control

2017, 76, 34–41. [CrossRef]
51. Kettunen, K.; Nevas, M.; Lundén, J. Effectiveness of enforcement measures in local food control in Finland. Food Control 2015, 56,

41–46. [CrossRef]
52. Lundén, J.; Kosola, M.; Kiuru, J.; Kaskela, J.; Inkinen, T. Disclosed restaurant inspection results on food safety show regional and

local differences in Finland. Food Control 2021, 119, 107462. [CrossRef]
53. Peredaryenko, M.S.; Krauss, S.E. Calibrating the human instrument: Understanding the interviewing experience of novice

qualitative researchers. Qual. Rep. 2013, 18, 1. [CrossRef]
54. Lincoln, Y.S. Naturalistic Inquiry; Sage Publications: Beverly Hills, CA, USA, 1985.
55. Morse, J.M. Reconceptualizing Qualitative Evidence. Qual. Health Res. 2006, 16, 415–422. [CrossRef]
56. Liamputtong, P. Qualitative Research Methods, 3rd ed.; Oxford University Press: South Melbourne, UK, 2009.
57. Whittemore, R.; Chase, S.K.; Mandle, C.L. Validity in Qualitative Research. Qual. Health Res. 2001, 11, 522–537. [CrossRef]
58. Connelly, L.M. Trustworthiness in Qualitative Research. Medsurg Nurs. 2016, 25, 435–436.
59. Carboni, J.T. A Rogerian Process of Inquiry. Nurs. Sci. Q. 1995, 8, 22–37. [CrossRef]
60. Ambert, A.-M. Understanding and Evaluating Qualitative Research. J. Marriage Fam. 1995, 57, 879–893. [CrossRef]
61. Kovács, B.; Lehman, D.W.; Carroll, G.R. Grade inflation in restaurant hygiene inspections: Repeated interactions between

inspectors and restaurateurs. Food Policy 2020, 97, 101960. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2016.04.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2012.02.010
http://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare8030275
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32824174
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2014.01.027
http://doi.org/10.1080/15378020.2021.1948310
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2014.12.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2012.09.041
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF03404526
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17506354
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2010.06.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2019.06.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12800815
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2021.108207
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2018.03.014
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2017.01.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2015.03.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2020.107462
http://doi.org/10.46743/2160-3715/2013.1449
http://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305285488
http://doi.org/10.1177/104973201129119299
http://doi.org/10.1177/089431849500800107
http://doi.org/10.2307/353409
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodpol.2020.101960


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 789 18 of 18

62. Fleetwood, J.; Rahman, S.; Holland, D.; Millson, D.; Thomson, L.; Poppy, G. As clean as they look? Food hygiene inspection
scores, microbiological contamination, and foodborne illness. Food Control 2019, 96, 76–86. [CrossRef]

63. Goss, J. A Melting Pot of Cuisines: Examining the Relationship Between Restaurant Ethnicities and Food Safety Inspection Scores;
Georgetown University: Washington, DC, USA, 2017.

64. Walsh, C.; Leva, M.C. A review of human factors and food safety in Ireland. Saf. Sci. 2019, 119, 399–411. [CrossRef]
65. Penman, A.D.; Webb, R.M.; Woernle, C.H.; Currier, M.M. Failure of routine restaurant inspections: Restaurant-related foodborne

outbreaks in Alabama, 1992, and Mississippi, 1993. J. Environ. Health 1996, 58, 23–25.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2018.08.034
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2018.07.022

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Results 
	Consumers 
	Inspection as a Matter of Importance 
	Inspection as an Assurance 
	Inspection as an Informant for Decisions 
	Inspection as a Duty of Government 
	Meaning of Inspection within a Deontological Ethical Conviction: Inspection as an Administration of Justice 
	Inspection Attributes as Antecedents to Trust: A Process Reticent in Inaccuracy, Corruption and Manufactured Transparency to Some 

	Food Business Associates 
	Inspection as a Source of Guidance 
	Inspection as Threat to Fairness, Equality, Consistency 
	Inspection as a Foundation to Relationships 
	Inspection as a Negotiation 
	Inspection as an Application of Abstract Ideals 

	Inspectors 
	Inspection as a Behavioral Intervention 
	Inspection and Its Various Relationships with Risk 
	Inspection as Collaboration 
	Inspection as a Multidimensional Evaluation 
	Inspection as Communication 
	Inspection as a Product of Resources, Structure and Regulatory System 
	Inspection as a Product of Inspector Training and Experience 


	Discussion 
	Consistency 
	Consistency, Fairness, and Equality 
	Methodological Incongruence 
	Situational and Experiential Nuances 
	Policy Implications of Consistency: Decoupling Concepts of Consistency 

	Compliance 
	Virtue of Compliance 
	Variables and Causality 
	Policy Implications of Compliance: Truth before Virtue 

	Strengths and Limitations 

	Conclusions 
	References

